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ABSTRACT

The relationshifs between teacher ratings and
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investigated. Initial teachur ratings of pupils in grade 3 and
subsequently in grade 6, were contrasted to scores obtained on the
Metropolitan Achievenmeut Test (MAT). It was found that a teacher's
rating does not provide the same informatioun about the pupilts level
of achievement as do the MAT scores. Although a relationship between
the t¥o measures was found, the degree ot relztionship dependeZ upon
what areas the teachers had rated. An exarination of the data
revealed a consistent pattern in the relationship betweer various
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discr2pancy scores, and the I.Q. scores. Teacher ratings of
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vere their ratings of pupil adjustment and creativity. Despite
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there was a reasonable level of agreement among teachers' ratings of
student perfotemance. The data supports the conclusiun that teachers®
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of the instrument is described briefly and copies ot tvo versions are
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FOREWORD

Teachers' rvatings, in one form or
another, help form the basis of many decisions
rade about a pupil's progress. The reiationships
between such ratings and standardized achievement
tests will therefore be of interest to educators.
Although any study in which these relationships
are cxamined will be "technical,” the following
report attempts to present that inforimation so
that it is meaningful to a person who has little

faniliarity; with statistics,
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INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

How valid are teachers' judgements of their pupils' -zhool
success? Teachers are asked on many occasions both formal arnd informu?,
by principals and parents, to evaluate and assess the progress of the
pupils in their classrooms. Since "achievement" within the school systen
may be interpreted as being cl:c @1y related to the interaction between
teacher and pupil, it could be suggested that the teacher's rating of
a pupil pruvides the most appropriate measure of the pupil's achievemonts,
However, a pupil's performance on a standardized test of achieverent coften
is considered to be the best indicator of his achievements,

What is the relationship between these two measures of achieve-
ment?  When a teacher is asked to mike a rating or judgemeni of =z
particular pupil, she wiil usually rate him relative to the performance
and behaviour of the other pupils in the class or in the school. Con-
sequently, an average pupil in a class consisting primarily of below
average pupils mev be rated as "outstandirg," because relative to the
other rupils in the class he is an above average student. On the other
hand, if this sane pupil were in a class cf primarily adove average
pupils, his performance might be rated as "telow average" relative te
that of his classrates, On a standardized test, howeve:r, each ypupil's
scores are corjpared to a cormon referent, i.c. the norms developcd for
that particular test. Such norrns are based on the perfo -mance of a large
nurber of rupiles in a large number of different classrooms. Does the frct

that the tescher uses her own class as a "reasuring stick" against which

O
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to assess & particular pupil result in a rating which is inconsistent
with that prupil's performance on a standardized test?

I1lthough there has been some work done to investigate the
relztionship between teachers' ratings and standardized test measures,
it has rot been particularly extensive or detailed.

Finley (19664) compared pupil performance on three subtests,
i,n, larguage arts, arithmetic reasoning and reading comprehension, of
three differcnt achievement tests1 with teacher ratings obtained when
1. pupils were in grade thoee and grade five, The teachers were
asked to indicate whether, in general, each pupil in their class was
pverforring at, below, or above the grade level. OChe found some disagreeument
among the differen: standardized tests, i.e. pupils obtained higher
scores on the Caliornia Achievement Test (CAT} thun on either the
Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT) or the Jowa Test of Basic Skills
(ITBS), a3 well zs some disagreerment hetween the standardized tests und
the teacher ratingse, The results of the series of comparisons batween
each of the standardized tests and the teacher ratings are as follows:

(1) California sAchievement Test: In both grade

three and grade five, teacher rating scores
were lower than scores obtained on all
tkree subtests of the CAT,

(2) Metrorolitan ‘chievement Tests: In grade

three, the teacher ratings vere the sape as
the MAT zcores on two subtests, language aris
urd rre2ading comprehension, but lower than the
MAT urithretic subtest scores. In grade five,
the results were exactly the opjosite, i,e.
the tencher rating scores were lower than the
MAT scores on the langusge arts and resding
comprehension subtests und the same as the

MAT arithmetic subtrst scores,.

Q@ 1 Cclifornia achieverent Test, Metropolitan Achieversnt Tests and the
[z l(:‘ Towa Test of Pasic Skills,
P e
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(3) Iowa Test of Basic Skills: With one exception,

the results of the comparison between grade

three and grade five teacher ratings and the
ITBS were identical tothose discussed above

for the MAT.

These differences in the extent of the agreement brtueen
teachers' ratings and achievement scores, depending upon both the
particular achisvement test employcd and the grade of the pupil, suggest
that caution is required in interpreting sny such future corparisons.

It should mot be concluded that teachers' ratings of school performance,
becauze they do not agree with achievement test scores, are poor estimates
of thke pupils' accomplishments. In fact, the differences may arise in
part because the teachers' ratings allow for the inclusion of aspects of
performance that ars obvious to the teacher, but are not measired by

the pencil and paper achievement tests., These differerces may 2lso wrise
in part because the achievement tests are based on nationally-standsardized
norms whereas the teachers' ratings are largely based on the norms thzt
exist for that one class.

In another study (Ebbesen, 1968), teachers were atked nesr the
end of the schuol year to put their kindergarten pupils into rank order
in terms of how far they thought each pupil would go in scheool. At the
end of *the first, second and third grades respectively, these pupils were
again ¢ ated in rank order; however, in these instances, the rarking was
done on the basis of the MAT scores obtained for that year. To measurs
the degree of correspondence between the teacher ratings and the VAT
scores, three correlation coefficients were calculated, one for each grade,
Rererbering that the maximum positive value of a correlation coefficicnt

is +1.00, representing a perfcet correspondence tetween two sets of roores,
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ths correlations obtained were: 0.60 in grade onej U.54 in grade tvo;
0.52 in grude three, The similarity of the three coefficients i.nlicates
that a knowledge oi the teacher's rarking of the pupils in kindergarten
provides us good a prediction of their MAL score in grade one as it does
in grade three. Although Zbbesen felt thut the correlations werz quit«
low and irdicated a fairly large amount of disagreement betwe:n iezcher
and achievement test rankings, it must be remembered that thers were few
opportunities available for kindergarten teachers ‘o observes their pupils
rerforming the sorts of tasks that in later grades were to form the busis
for the achicvement test evaluations, In addition, the rankings in
kindergarten were rade on the basis of only ane criterion, a prediction
of future educationsl success. In light of these %two points, *bhesan's
findings seecwn very encouraging.

In #nother study of kindergarten pupils (Moyers, Attws1l =
Orpet, 19¢8), teachers were acked to vate the overt tehaviour rxhibitcd
by tiweir ppils during the administration of @ series ¢ achievermsnt
tests. Thr behaviours rated included: amount of motor activity, mannal
dexterity, attention and effort displayeca. VWhen the rupils were In
giade five, they were given the California Achievement Tesi, 'The rocul*c

of this test were comrared with the achievement test results wid bohavicnr

v

ratings obilained .hen the pupils were in kiadergarten, It was found - ho
one of the behaviour ratings, attention, was alrost as gool a predictor
of the grads {ive nchievenmrnt test scores us any of ine xirdergrton

-3 03
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uschieverert tests, i.e. the raxinun correlation retwo n any of ihe

garter sutaets and the grade five scores wio 0,50 whreas the correlntic:

batween attention and the grude five achieveront test scores was 0040,
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Although thes three studies Jjust Jdiscussed have apirooi o the
problem in gomewhat different ways using different stsndardioed ol 1o
rent tests and pupils «t a number of erade levels, they du provide core
evidence for » relationship between teacher ratings and standuriioed
st measurrs.

1t was suggested in the introduction that teachers ry 1o
their judgrrents on a relative as opposcd to un absolute seuale, 1.,
their judgements of pupil performance are related to ths wxperi-ticns
and siundards they kave established for their own_class, cuch o ntormlz

courece, vavying from cliss to clasc. The following stuiics providis

o

0L

o rurjort for ials suggesticn.  Although ubbard wnd Fleoher (1953)

gave helr tenchors criteria for pudging I.Q.. they fouws! that 4en

e

Judgenents wore highly influnced by the parficulr vangs of irdelll o

i

.

test scoies of the jupils in thelr 2lusc. dh o rinding wos contimsl ¥

Aleveyder (19253), who fourd 1hat “eucher dudprents of 4he ruiep? 4o

videln o pap It v vorkine ap to his eyl s weore influcnecd vy fhe

norrs that tiho coneher heo’ egbablishied for his ¢less,  Tre oxperirentons
I
.
ousrrvea thnt slfheigh the feachers were ble o v it

sccording to their obility or 1owel of nchievereonis, the pruericsd voluss

that ey v oo cotinates of [W9. frecucntly were connietontly teoo

ichoor too low for any givea cluss,

Haterran od Batds (1908) cordueted o more lireed drve otipgticn

of the eriteria uced by toachers in selecting high- or lov-selieviig
iles dnchoof nononber of cixthioprade Aescher s vaz given o Siefivion
lict of jurile sndl “heir pgrade point averages, Buch teuchor was given

w differont list; come liste hied 2 wide range of greis peoint

whdie othors Livd o norrower roage resiricted to those seores falling

l
1

«
N
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towvard the centre of the distribution of pussibie scores. Thny were
asked to select from the list the pupils fhat they thought would benefit
from either enrichment or remedial classes. The results showed that the
teachers selected the same number of pupils from their list irrespective
of the range of grade point averages. Tnis would seem to inci:ate that
they were selecting pupils according to their standing relative to the
rest of the class, not according to the pupil's absolute score.

On the basis of the above findings, it may be stated that
teachers' estimates of their pupils' abilities and accomplishments
differ somewhat from the estimates obtained using standardized tests.
The sample of pupils included in each of these studies was usually
relatively small, i.e. 100 or less, and the teachers askel to rate
their rupils in terms of only one atiribute or characteristic. GSire-
dzta collected as a prart of the longitudinal Study of Achieverent
initiated by the Research Department in 1960-196%1 ircluded ccorvcs for
A large mumber of pupils on the following measures:

(1) Tezcher Rating Questionnaires sdministered
in grade three a.d grade six;

{2) Metropolitan fchieverent Test administered
in grade three;

(3) Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Test
{rew edition -- Alpha Short Form)
sdrinistered in grade tuwoj
it wac possible to examine in some detail the relationship betuecen

teachers' ratings of a pupil's school success and standardized test

reasurces of his school achievement.

10
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PROCEDURE

Pupil Population

The data on which this paper is based were collected from 520

pupils who were a part of the basic population of 8,695 in the longitudinal

Study of Achievement. There are two reasons for the small number of pupils

included in this study relative to the Iarger basic population:

(1) Although during the first five years of the Study
data were collected from the entire sample of pupils
available, in grade six, the teacher ratings were
obtained only for those %21 pupils whose mothers had
been interviewed during the previous year, i.e., 1967,
when the pupils were in grade five<,

{(2) Of those 721 pupils, 1.Q. scores, MAT scores, and grade
three teacher ratings were available for 520 pupils;
grade six teacher ratings were available for only 429
of these 520 pupils, zs some had left the systen or
were absent Quring testing.

Description of the Measures Used

The Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Test {new edition -- Alpha

Short Form) is a stundardized test of intelligence which wis administer:i

during grade two.

The Teucher Rating Questionnaires, for grade three and grude

£i1x were develered by the Research Departrent, They corsist of four

subsections, i.e. rdjustment, FTerflerrarnce, Creativity and Irediction

of School Succeses, esch containing a nunber of scparate but relatsi iters.

The teacter is asked to give each pupil a rating of either 0, 2, 4, ©

istic in question.

riting nnd provides

2 For u dicscuscgiorn

or 8, deperding upon the extent to which the pupil displuys the charccter-

A brief descriptive staterment accorranies coch jorsriile

the teacher with a ¢ iideline for determining whieh

and rnore detailed inforration corcernivg ihe rtervicug

A1+, the reuder is referred to fchool Achievement: 4 trelirinsry lcox
x4 the “ffects of ihe Horme, Research Departrent, 1970.

11
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value is most appropriate for any given pupil. The following item from
the grade six Adjustment subsection is given as an illustrative example:

General Adjustment Evaluation

Considering all aspects of the child's adjust-
ment to the classroom environment; evaluate
his position.

Eate 0 -- Quite out-of-place.
Rate 2 -- Seems uncomfortable,
Rate 4 -- Adequately adjusted.

Rate 6 ..- Makes consistent, conscientious
efforts to improve himself in
relation to his school world.

Rete 8 -- Makes an effort to positively
influence his classroom world.

The complete questionnaires for both grade thre: and grade six
as well s a brief history detailing the development of the Teacher Rutiig
urotionnaire ray be found in Apperdix A, 1t should be noted thst sore
modifications were made c¢n individual items in the questiornzir»s .eiween
grades three and six. These changes were based on experiences with the
questicnnaire in grede three.

The standardized achievement test euployed was the letrorolitan
Tog! .

Achieverent Tes's, Hlermentary Patiery, administered in grade threo, e

arcns covered by this test series include word krowledge, word discririn:-
tion, readirng, spelling, arithretic corputaticn, arithretic problen
solving, languzge usage, punctuation and capitzlization. ¥ach pupil
roceived a score representing his perforrmance on each of the atove sub-
tests; 1hese subtest scores are rot combined durirng the scoring of the

4

test to give 2 Lolsl score representing an irdividual pupil's achieverent
X e

level, For the purpoces of this s‘udy, however, mverage M0T ccores nopr

culeulnted for rach pupil.

ERIC 12
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One means of evaluating a pupil's school progress is by lonking
at his actual achievemenis relativs 1o his predicted achievements., A

Discrepancy Score was devised to measure the extent to which each pupil's

actual achievements corresponded to what it might be expected his achieve-
ments should be., On the basis of this score, the pupils wers categurized
as either under-, average-, or over-achievers. A brief digression is
necessary at this point to explain the rationale and tecrnique for deter-
rining 1.1is score,

In order to make precise predictions about any pupil's school
achievements, accurste quantitative measures of his actual and potential
achieverents are required, Typically, it is expected that pupils of
higher levels o1 rcasured inteiligence (1.Q.) wili do better in cchool
than their colleupues with lower 1.Q. scores. Thesefore, in sone

instances 1.Q. scores «nd achievement test scores have been directly

compared, i.e. pupils whose achievement test score was less thun their
I.Q. score were identified as under-achievers, &snd pupils whose achieve-
ment test score exceeded their I.Q. score were labelled as over-+chievers,

liowever, serious problems associated with the use of this simple corsrison
vrocedure led Thorndike (1963) to develop a more refined technigue for
identifying over- i under-achievers. Thorndike's wmothod significantly
reduces the effccts of orne of the sources of error associated with wny

kind of testing, that of random or chance error. Fer exarple, whonev:

a puril is given a tect of any sort, his final score will likely te

w
jat
o

influenced by a nurber of tactors in addition to the knowl-dge ti
is asked to corrunicute in answering the tect questions. For exarple,

if ke were rot feeling well on the day of the tes*, his score wnight t»

lower than it woild le on another cceasion, If he correetly gueseed sore

13



- 10 -

of th- answers, his score would be higher than it should bs, I, when
taking an 1.Q. test a pupil correctly guessed some of the answers and
received a high score, and took a standardized achievenment test on a
day when he was not feeling well and received a low score, he would
probably be categorized as an under-achiever, whereas, if he had taken
both tests under idesz) conditions, he migl’ have been categorized as
an average-uchiever, Thorndike's (1963) statistical technique for
determining a predicted acliievement score reduces by a considerable
amount the chinces of such erroneous classifications.

A second feature of Thorndike's technique is that it wllows
the establishment of several groups which have different discrepancy
scores, i.e. under- or over-achievars, but all of which have the same
average I.4. score. Consequently, in each group there are equal nurbers
of pupils with high, average or low I.Q. scores, i.e, each L.4. score
is equally represented in each of the groups.,

Description of Thorndike's Statistical Technigue for Determining
a Predicted Achisvement Score

In order to determine an individual's discrepancy score, «
krowledge of both s predicted and actual achievement scores is nrcecsury,

Thorrdike's forral- for deterrining the predicted achieverent score, in

this cuse, the vredicted Metropolitun Achieverent Test score, is as
» b H

follows:
Fredicted MAT score = Individu~l's I.Q. score X
correlation ttween th- set of
1.Q. ard uactual MAT scores for
the graup3

Expiresed verbally, this forrmla means that cach jupil's predicted zchinve-

rent score 1 deterrdneod by rmultiplying his I.Q. score Yy the corrsld*ion
3 14 ghould bt onoted that the successful application of this t

: kst 1.9, ard achieverent test scores te avoeilable
Q ¥ l:rge groap of jupils., A class of thirty is supgested ne tie
1

]El{J!:‘ KiL;

]4
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obtained between the 1.Q. scores and actual achievement scores for the
group being studied. The reader will remember that a correlation is
always obtained betweer two getg of scores, and is a measure of the
extent to which, on the average, an individual's score cn one test

can be predicted from his score on another test. This correlation
coefficient functions as a correction factor for random error (as dis-
cussed above) that may exist in the data. When the predicted MAT
scores have been obtained, the difference bétween the predicted and
actua2 MAT scores can te calculated for esch pupil and a deeisior rmaus
as to whether each pupil falls into the category of under-, zverage-,
or over-achiever. If the pupil's predicted MAT score {what he should
be getting, given his I.Q.} is higher than his actual MAT score by at
least o certain arouat, he is designated an under-achirver. & revrrsil
of this relationship identifies the over-achiever.

Calculation of the Discreparcy Scores for the Pupils in the
Study of Achievenent

Before calculating predicted MAT scores, the actual M!T scores
and the I.4. sccres vere converted to standard scores. "ais is a renns
of ruking scoras obtained by different testing procedures ratheratienlly
cory nrable,  Fssentially, the process involves tsking ewech indiviial's
score on & test, subiracting it from the group average, & 1 dividirng the
result by the standard deviationé. Using these standard score iorrs
of the actual MAT scores and the I[.Q. sccres, predicted MAT scores were
obtaired usirg the rmethnd described in the preceding cectlon., Ihe differerce

between the yredicted and actual MAY scores was obiaired and the jails

4L “he standard deviction is an index of the arours of veciation iy t1o
tesi ccores. By dividing each person's difference zeore by *his in
cach of tha oripinal sets of test scores is transtorr~1 so ¢
sets have eguzl arounts of variation in thenm und wlsc hive
score, thereby raking the data easier 1o work with., Lle trarn

ne way chingos the relationships zmong the scores witiin o
or bolwion the L0 gets of scores,

15
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sorted into five categories in terms of the following criteria:

(1) If the difference between .2 predicted and

actual MAT scores was greater than + 1.00 the

pupils were classified as either extreme

over- or under-achievers, according to the

direction of the difference;

(2) If the difference was between t 0.50 and

t 0.99, the pupils were classified as either

over- or under-achievers;

{3) If the difference between predicted and
actual MAT scores was less than F 0.49, the

pupils vere classified as average-achievers.

The number of pupils falling into each of

these groups is shown in Table 1,

numvers are also expressed as a percentage of

the total population of 520.

TABLE 1

These

HUMBER AND PER CENT OF GRADE THREE PUPILS IN EACH DISCREPARCY SCOR:

GROUP, ALONG WITH THEIR AVERAGE I1.Q. ZND MAT SCORES

. Per Cent Mean Mean MAT Score
A ment ! .
chievemsnt Group Mo of Total  T1.Q. Torbal Aritiretic
1 - Fxtrere Under-
Achiever 55 10,57 104.38 20.85 16,14
2 - Under-Achiever 83 15.9€ 104, 7€ 23.¢8 19.04
3 - Average-ichiever 245 47,01 106,57 29.29 22.14
4 - Over-Achiever o1 17.50 105.91 32.96 25.48
5 - ¥x'rerc Over-
Achiever L6 2.2/, 103,33 35,35 PNFINIA

16
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It should be noted that althcugh the average I1.Q. scere for
each group is approximately the same, i.e. about 105, th= average scores
on the combined verbal or the combined arithmetic subsectirug of the MAT
increase as the actual MAT score increasingly exceeds the predicted MAT
score, i.e. as a progression i; made from Group 1 through to Group 5.
Thus there are now available for study five groups of pupils who are
virtually identical in one respect, i.e. average 1.Q, score, but who
differ in another respect, their discrepancy score, or the extent to
which their actual achievement scores correspond to their predicted

achievement scores.

17
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ORGANIZATION OF THE RESULTS

As outlined in the previnus section, the followirg data were

available for tre pupils included in this study:

{1) 1.Q. score;

(2) Teacher Ratings in grade three;

(3) Tezcher Ratings in grade six;

(¢) Metropolitan Achievemeni Test scores

obtained in grade three;

{5) Discrepancy Score, which could range
from 1 to 5, where a score of 1
designated an extreme under-achiever
and a score of 5 designated an excreme
over-achiever.

These data were used in the following comparisons to examine
in detzil the diflerent measures used to assess pupil rrogresc in schcol:

{1) The teacher ratings in both grade three and grade
six were examined to see to what extent teachers
avatl themselves of the full range of possible
scores when evaluating pupils. Do teachers ternd
nol. to use extrere scores and show a preference
for "average" ratings, or dc they tend to avoid
"average" ratings? To vhat extent are teacher
rating scores distributed in the same manner as

scares on standardizod achievement tests?

(2) Average MAT scores were conmpared with teacher
ratings made in grade three to examine the degree
of ngreement between teacher ratings and stardardized

tes:s completed in the sarme year.

{3) Avernge MAT scores were c.rpared with teacher
ratirgs prule in grade six to give sore indication
of ke accuracy of long-range predicticns tased

on 4 knowledge of the average MAT scores.

ERIC 18
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A comparison of the grade three and grade six
teacher ratings was made to determine the exient
to which ratings made in later gruades, i.e.
grade six, could be predicted on the basis of

earlier ones, i.e. grade three.

Teacher ratings for both grade three ard grade six
were compared with the discrepancy scores to
establish the extent to which teachers distinguished
between over-, average-, and under-achievers in
their ratings on pupils' adjustment, performance,

creativity, and prediction of school success.

I.Q. scores were compared with average MAT scores.
I.Q. scores were compared with teacher raling
scores in order to determine whether the relation-
ship between I.Q. and tescher ratings was as strong

as the relationship between 1.Q. and MAT scores.

MAT scores, I.Q. scores, and discrepancy scores
were combined in a rmultiple regression analysis
in order to determine the optimal combination of
these three different reasvres for the prediction

of ‘eacher ratings.
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RESULTS

The Distribution of Teacher Rating Scores,
MAT Scores and Discrepancy Scores

The first step in the analysis was to determine whether each
of the achievement measures was normally distributed across the range of
possible scores. Fach of the distributions was divided at three mathematically
equivalent pcints into five sections, and the percentage of the total number
of scores fallirg irto each section was calculated. These date are presented
graphically in Figure 1. 1t is evident that all three measures are dis-
tributed in a similar manner, i.e. the largest percentage of the scores
fall in the middle of the distribution, wiih approximately equal per-
centages fallirg at either end. Although this general pattern is exerplificd
by each of the rmeasures, the distribution for both the MAT scores =rd the
discrepancy scores is more accentuated than that for the teacher rating (iR)
scores, i.e. a larger percentage of the MAT and discrepancy scores fall
at the centre ot the distribution (44 and 47% respectively) as compare!
with the TR scores (32%). The teachers did avail *hemselves of the full
range of possible ratings when assessing their pupils and irn add” lion,
they (ended to use the "average! -~ating just about as often nrs ke ralings
at either extreme.

When TR scores were corpared with the standardized test icorss,
rore pupils were rated as average on the basis of the MAT results, (i.-.
LLE) than on the basis of the TR results (i.e. 32%). One irjlicetion <
this firdire is that ieachers can discriminate better arorg their papilc
than ean standardized tests. Tt rust te rererkered, however, that “he

Teschner Hating Questionnaires tap & wider range of clusorconm teohnvicurs
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than do standardized tests and so allow the teachers to form a more

distinctive description of their pupils.
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£

The Relationship Between Teacher Rating Scores and Average MAT CScores

The scores for =ach subsection of each of the grade three and
the grade six teacher ratings were correlated with the average MAT

scores (see Table 2).

TARLE 2

CORRFLATIQNS OF AVERAGE MAT SCORES WITH TEACHER RATING SUBTEST SCORES

Adjustment  Performance  Creativity TPrediction Total
Grade 3
r .50 . 69 .50 .67 66
? .25 47 .25 45 vy
Gracde b
r W42 .62 L5 .65 A1
r’ .18 .37 .21 42 .37

4 "

* To obtain the per cent of variation accounted for by "r", mul*iily

r? by 100,
Inspoction of Table 2 revealed that in both grade thres and grocs oix

: g &
taere was a strorger relationship between the average MAT scores and ‘le
scores on the performance (r = .69 and ,62 for grades three and six
respectively) and prediction [ = L07; .65) sections than betusen the
avernge MAT scores ind the adjustrent (r = ,50; .42) and creativity

s

tions of the Teacher FRating Questicnraire, [inee the

o]
1l
.
w
-]
.
-
A2}
~—
0n
[39]
(o]

MAT tnps prirmarily acadenlce perforrance, it vms not surprisiig *hat

there should be a strorger relationship with thoce sections of thn
{encher ratings reluted to acaderic performance as corpared with heze

srctions eoncerned with otber aspects of the jupils' claserconm behavicur.

22
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It should be noted that while the absclute values of the MAT-TR correlationsz
ranged from 42 Lo .69, the two sections most relevant to standardized

test scores, performance and prediction, maintained values in excess of

.60 over the three year interval. A correlation of .60 iniicates that

36% of the variability can be explained and, while modest, is quite respect-
able when maintained over time.

One further point must be made regarding the relationship
between the teacher ratings a'.d the averaé% MAT scores. Although, as
described above, the same palttern of results was obtained for both grade
three and grade six, the values of the correlations obtained between the
grade six teacher ratings and the mean MAT scores were slightly lower
than those obtained with the grade three teacher ratings. There are at
least two factors which could account for the small decrease in the value
of these correlation coafficients:

(a) the correlation coefficients calculated
using the grade six data were based on a
smaller number of pupils, i.e. 429, as
compared with the 520 students for whor
grade three teacher ratings were avail-
able; and

(b} the lapse of three years between the
administratior of the MAT and the greae
three teacher ratings and the administra-
tion of the grade six Teacher Rating
Questionnaire would likely account for
sore decrease in ihese correlation co-
cfficients. Indeed, the decreasc is
renarnatly small given a tire interval
of three yenrs,

Nos

To summarize, there is o relationship tetween {hr avernge 10

scores nurnid the scores for the varicuz sutsecticns of the Tencher Rutling
Gurstionnaire,  Thile relaticrship wos strongest for the teacher ratings
obtuined in grale three iparticul«riy ile perforrarce sod prodiciion wit-
gcg{ic>;‘5), ‘he snrme weor thet the T wag adrinistored, :“\LJI“\‘ZI'I‘, SRR
O

ERIC
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results irdicated that the accuracy of long-rarge predictions (i.n. grade
six) would be slightly less than that of short tern predictions. dne
could hyrothesize thal one possible reason for ithe discreparcy between
sverage MAT sceres and teacher ratings in both grades turee and six is
that, the class norms on which the teacher ratings are based would usuilly
include a more restricted range of pupil sbiiities than the standardized

rorms developed for the MAT and based on a raticn-iwide sarple of oupils.

Prediction of Grade Six Teacher Ratings from Grede Tnree Teascher Rutirgs

what extent duv evaluations of pupils made in crie grade agree
vwith evaluations made in ¢ later grade? Uvaluations made of a pupil's
school performance and adjustment tend to follow that pupil throughout
his schocl career in some form of permanent record. When u pupll enters

0.0.7.° with ‘i

a new grade, the new teacher will likely corsult *he
intention of gainirg background irnforration and informaticn shout previcus

scnecl success. The ratings are, however, rade neur the ond of the gchenl

oy
)

vesr:  they =are rnde by different teachers and the clussri‘es of the purils

in grade gix are unlikely to have bteen tiely cluszsrates in prade fhree,

iherefore core disagrecrent between the ratirgs of one year and *he rext

39

could be exrected,  Although the teacher ratings obtnalred Tor trne Stud:

s

of achicverent de not ariesr on the 3pdl’s persnnent cebool recorid,

were cousidersd to e gimilar (o the degeriptive corrvnts n fonch roaright
irelude on the CLEVR.

Correlations ~were oblnined totw cn fbo crries;onding gutoocticons
of the grode three ard the grade six teschor et dige ord ore presens -4 o

Tuble 30 Ir o3iition to *he correlation coefTicisre, *ha por ornt of

) 5 (ntario Trohnol Eecord
LS

ERIC
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These values {i.e. r?) represent the accuracy of the prediction that can
pe made of the grade six teacher ratings from a knowledge of the grade

three ratings.

TABLE 3

CORRFLATIONS BETWEEN THE CORRESFONDING SUBSECTIONS OF THE
GRADE THREE AND GRADE SIX TEACHER RATING QUESTIONNAIRES

Subsections Correlated r r
Adjustment 3 x Adjustment 6 <54 .29
Performance 3 x Performance 6 .57 « 32
Creativity 3 x Creativity 6 Al 17
Prediction 3 = Prediction 6 .53 .27
Total 3 x Total 6 .60 .30
(N = 429)

It 1s obvious that the best predi:stion (36%) could be made when ‘he
total scores on the guestionnaires were employed. The performance, adjust-
rent and prediction subsections allowed 32, 29 and 27 per cent accurncy
respectively, while creativity allowed only 17 per cent. Thic rcderate
agreenent between scores for grade three ard scores for grade six does
rot supgest either that some teacher ratings were "wrong," or that teacher
ratirgs are therefore poor instrurents for pupil evaluati-n, Rather. ifey
do irply thatl predictions from one grade to another rust be rmude with
sore cuution, Differences in the iwo sels of ratings could te due {0 al
least two factors:

{a) changes in the pupils' btehaviour durirg the

three years intervenirg btelween the two sets
s /
of ra’ings; and/or

b} the fact that the ratings in grade three ard
grede six were corpleted by two Aifferont sote
of teachers who ray have applicd Aiffer il

criterio.,
-
20
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It is likely that the zdequacy of the frames of refererre thsat
teuchers have at hand varies with the iype of beheviour to be rated. lNore
clearly defined standurds are available for judging academiec perfoi nance
than creativity, due to ithe nature of the school curriculum. This would
account for the lowest correlations being obtaired for ratings of
creativity and lighest for performance, The values of the correlations
serve as an indication of the extent to which teache.s are in agreement

as to the criteria or standards to be used in rating pupil behaviosurs.

Comparison of Teacher Ra‘ing Scores and Discrepancy Scores

For eixch of the TR subsections, rean scores were calculated

P

for each of the five discrepancy score achieverent groups. These cal-
culztions, conducted separately for boys and girls, are presented in
Table 4 and illustrated graphically in Figures 24 wrd 2B.

An exumination of the mean scores for both boys and girls in
beoh grades showed that for all of the TR subsections, the teachers rated
over-achievers, i.e, Groups 4 and 5, higher than they rated average-
achlevers, i.e. Group 3. Tn addition, toth over- and average-achievers
were rated higher than under-achievers, 1.e. Groups 1 and 2. This
relationship was most pronouncel for the performance &nd prediction sub-
cections as ls evidencod 1y the steeper slojos of the lires deplciing
the reiationship be‘ween thesge two subsectlicns snd the dsereyumel, cooreg,
a8 seen in Figures 23 and 28 for grades three and eix respectively.
wWhether or rot a pupil is an ovel-, avrrage-, or waicr-schicver i ros?

strorngly refuszted 1r teachers' patings of his acewlenic perfornunce wnd

to « congideratly esrer degree in ertinster oF YNis porersl elanrroom

by

trtavicur, 0t «will be romerbored thnt thic came 1ot 'ern of resalts,
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TABLE 4

MFEAN TEACHER RATING SUBSECTION SCORES FOR EACH OF THH
FIVE DISCREPANCY SCORE ACHIEVEMENT
CROUPS, FOR BOYS AND GIRLS, RESPECTIVELY

Teacher Patings

Achievement Groups

1 2 3 4 5

Grade 3
Adjustment - Male 3.95  4LJAE 0 L.65 5.59  5.&7
- Female 413 L5717 5.55 5.85 G, 70
Perforrance - Male .20 3.71 Lodd, 5.45 5.83
- Female 2.8, 3.59 4.8 5,45 5,83
Creativity - Male 3.35 2054 4,360 50420 5,30
- Female 3,18 3,59 4,21 4L.55  L.64
Prediction - Male 2.55 3.33  A.39  5.42 5,57
- Female A8 0 2,08 4.08 4.75 5. 30

Grade 6
Adjustment - Male 3,40 4,79 4,61 5,000 5.7€
- Ferile 4,03 5.06 5.05 5.51 5,00
Performance = Male 2.1 4,00 4.20  5.03 5,89
~ Ferule 3.36 3,61 Lo 36 5.78 5,77
Crrentivity - Male EA 4L.,10 4,17 ) 5.50
- Forale 3.28 SO 3,32 470 502
Prediction - Male 2.3 S5 427 5045 1
- Female 2,89 3,640 2,600 5,12 5,072
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girls in each of the five achievement groups.,
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as discussed previously, characterized the relationship Letween the TR
subsection scores and the average MAT scores.

Although there was little change in the mean ratings between
grades, there were differences within each discrepant achievement group
betweer mean scores obtained for girls and those obtained for boys. The
mean ra*ings were higher for girls than for boys on the adjustment sub-
section, and higher for boys than for girls on the creativity and prediction
subsections. Boys and girls were not rated differently on the performance
subsection. Since boys were rated as likely to go further in school,
although their acacemic performance was rated 2, being similar to that of
the girls, it seems evident that factors other than academic perfornance
alone were influzncing the teachers' predictions of how far their punils
would go in school. The most probable factor is a still ~xisting expectiitiion
in our society that boys, as a group, will obtein more wvlucation than
zirls. Given equal intellectual abilities, boys will rore likely be
encouraged 1o contirue their schooling, und in turn, it is 1likelythat
teachers, on the avarage, resyordcd accordingly in their ratings.

The R-lationshiy Between 1.Q. Scores and Average
MAT Scores and Tes:-er Rating Scores

To jyovide a roasure of the degree of relationship brtweern

1.Q. score., ard euch of the achievereont rmeasures, i.2. MAT scores nnd

3 . Ams . S ~ b \
teacher ratings, correlation coefficirnts were caleulnted {zco Table 5.

30
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TABIE 5

CORRELATIONS OF I.Q. WiTH MEAN MAT SCORES AND
TEACHER RATING SUBTEST SCORES

MAT Adjustment Performance Creativity Prediction Total

Grade 3
r . 5L .25 40 .37 43 A
r’ .29 .06 6 L4 .23 17
Grade 6
r - .25 .39 .32 V45 .39
r? - ,06 15 .10 .20 .15

The correlation obtuined between the 1.Q. scores and the jran
MAT scores was .54. The correlations between I.Q. and each of the four
TR subsections ani the total score in both grades three and six ranged

from .25 to .48; therefore, the performance subsection of the Tezcher

Rating Questionnaires was a better predictor of the average MAT scores

than the I.Q. scores (see Table 2). Although it is evident that a
krowledge of & pupili's I,Q. score does not enable one to make & very
accurate prediction of elther hls average VAT score or his TR su'sec*icn
scores, as noted In a previous paperé, the pattern of these results is
encouraging as

"...they seem to Indicate that the teacher

uses the 1.Q. information in trose instances
where it likely has most relevance, i.e.
predicting how far the child will go in school
and is least influenced by it in her rating of
whether the c¢hild presents a discipline problen

vescontinued

6 For a rore detniled discussion of the irportance of I.Q. as & predicicr
of a child's school performance, the reader is referred to School Achieveren':

o A Yreliminary look at the Effects of the }cme, Research Tepariment, 197C.
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in the classroom. Children with lower I.4.
scores generally were no more likely to be rated
as being discipline problems than children with
higher I.Q. scores."

(Crawford & Eason, 1970, pp. 18-19)

As was pointed out in Zchool Achievement: A Preliminary Loow

at _ine Iffects of the Hore, although I.Q. was ua better predictor of both

the MAT scores and the TR scores than either socio-economic status or a
sample of home environment factors, it could explain a maximum of only
30% of the variability in these achievement measures. There are undoubt-
edly factors other than the pupii's measured intelligence that strongly
influence his school performance, whether that performance is measured

by a standardized test or by 1eachers' ratings.

MAT Scores, I.Q. Scores and Discrepancy Scores
as Combined Predictors of Teacher Ratings

The correlations obtained between the teacher ratirgs and cach
of the standardized measures included in this study, i.e. I.Q. scores, MAT
scores and discrepancy scores, indicated that some relationship existis
betwron these measures. 7The guestion arose, was there a way of corpuring
411 three standardi.zed measures simultaneously to determine if thers was
a combinution of the rmeasures which would increase the accuracy of predicting
the teacher ratings as compared with that which could be obtained ucing
ary one easure alone? (One way of accomulishing this goal wis to utilize
s

the statisticual technique of 1ultiple regression analysis in which the

tenchor ratirgs were designfted as the criterion variables ard 1.4.,

e

MAT scores 4rd discrejancy scores wers ihe predictor variables.

4

Miltiple regression analysis is a corplex form of correlsticn
anilysis that proyportions varisbles on the basis of their cerrelatic:
with the criterics varieble in such a way as to provide the tesi joesitle,
O
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i.e. maximum, pradiction of the criterion variable. An optimal proportion-
ing of the predictor variazbles is accomplished by assigning weights to
all the variables so thzt the most efficient predictor receives the
largest weight, Multiple regression analysis selects from amorng the
predictor variables only those variables that add to the accuracy of the
prediction. Fventually, a point will be reached where the addition of
further variables does not increase the accuracy of the prediction. At
this point, a numericai :°lue is obtained indicating how much of the
variability in the data has been accounted for by the selected predictor
variables, Thus multiple regression anzlysis selecis *the minimum nurber
of variables that give a maximum amount of prediction., When &1l the
predictor variables originally ertered into the regression are good
predictors, the minimum number of variables selected us rontributing
to the prediction of the criterion varialles will be the sare as the
total nurber of predictor variables originally entered,

Interrret-tion of a rultiple regression analysis is sinilnr
to thz interpretution of a sinple correlation. The value of R oblainsd
by rultiple regression annlysis is sirply the correlation between tie
criterion vari-ble and the sum of the weighted predictor wariatlers, 12
is an irdication of the amoun’ of variation in the deta that is ncecurted
for Ly the selected zet of predictor variables,

fging the scores for cach subecction and the totul scors of

the tescher ratiigs ng the eriterion variablec, nd the average AT
scorns, 1.9, szires nnd diserepancy scorss as the procictor varisbl. s,
two s2ts of rultiv’e rogression analvees were coinducted, one for ruch

Sily

of grede three and prade six,  The restultc of these anilyces ay sz rise

33
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TABLE 6

VALURS OBTAINED FOR EXPRESSING THY DIFFERCNT MULTIPLE REGRESSION
EQUATICNS FOR BACH OF THR TEACHER RATING SUBSECTIONS IN BOTH GRADE
THRIE AND GRADE SIX WH¢N ACHIEVEMENT GROUPS, AVERAGH MAT SCORES

AND I.Q. WERE THF PREDICTOR VARIABLES

Predictor Variables”

.y . R R¥ Regression
triterion Achisvement 1.Q VAT Constant
Group v pah
Grade 3
Adjustment L4976 L2476 L0371 - 4673 2,508
Performence .6899 .4759 L1061 .1086 « SLLT -11.2330
Creativity .5146 268 - 347 LT3 -/, 6280
Prediction .6842 .4682 L0614, . 2071 .5083 -4, 5362
TOT AL L6658 L4433 .0483 L0984 . 5727 ~17.625C
Grade 6
Adjustment .4264 1818 <1439 .1353 .2370 2.8092
Performance (233 .38%¢ - 1279 . 5217 -10.1022
Creativity L4080 ,2190 L0525 L1584 L3322 =3.11.7
Prediction .6620 .4383 - 1735 + 5395 -4.8525
TOTAL LO103 L3724 L0829 L1605 4540 ~15.3324

e

The values listed for each of the three predictor variablec ware the

beta weights obtained in the regression analysis.
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The accuracy of prediction obteined for each of the teacher
rating subsections for grades three and six respectively was: adjustment,
25% and 18%; performance, 48% and 39%; creativity, 26% and 22%; prediction
of school success, 47% and 44%; total score, 44% and 37%,

A comparison of these values of R® obtained from the miltiple

2 for the correla-

regression analyses, with the corresponding values of r
tions between each of the grade three and grade six teacher ratings and

the average MAT scores (see Table 2), indicated that very 1ittle was

zdded to the predictability of teacher ratings when all three standardized
measures were combined.

Purther confirmation of tle importance of the ro.: of the rupils’
work performance to the teachers' ratings comes fron an examination ¢ the
beta weight;7of the multiple regression analyses. In each of the iern ‘
analyces, the highest weight was assigned to the average MiT scores, reaning
that these scores contributed the rost to the prediction ~f cach of the
TR subsection scores. The coatritmtiaiof the I1.Q., and discrepancy scores

AT

was approximately one-half or less of the contributicn of <he M.T scures,

7 These are ‘he welghtings which, as described on page 29, permit
maximum predictability through the optimal proportioning of the
rredictor variables.



SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

In this report, teacher ratings were compared with standardized

measures of achicvement to determine the extent of their relationship.
The question of interest was, does a tzacher's rating of a pupil in her
class provide the same informaticn about his level of achievement as
scores he obtains on a stsndardized test, the Metropolgtat Achievement
Test?
| Quite bluntly, the answer to this gquestion is no! Although
there is some relationship between these two measures, the degree of
relationship depends con those areas in which we ask the teacher to make
ratings! An examination of the deta obtained in both grade three ard
grade six revealed a consistent pattern in the relaticnship between
various subsections of thLa Teacher Rating Questionnaire and the MAT, the
diserepancy scores and 1.Q, scores. Te.chers' ratings of pupils' perferm-
ance was more closely relsted to these measures than were their ratings
of pupils' adjustrent and creativity.
Similarly, tcachers in grade three and grade cix wers in greater
_ agreer>nt about their ratings of perfermauce and prediction than helr
ratirgs of classrconm behaviour and creativity. Furthernore, the teuschers!
ra}ings of performance provided a better prediction of the achieverent
test scores than did the 1.Q. test scores.

It appears then that teachers' ratings are good predictors i..
certzin arens. In spite of differences arorg teachers urd arong classes,
as woll as tro developrent in the pupils! characteristics from rrade three to
grade six, there was a reasonable level of aprcement arong the teachors

in their ratings of students perfo-mance. Teacher differences i:

-
=
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delinitions of what constituted a particular type of behaviour were more
aprarent in the ratings of classroom behaviour, and, especially, of
creativity. A lack of some clear, generally available, criteria applicable
to these areas is evident. Teachers' judgements of "high" and "low"
achievement were consistent with the achievemen® test results. This
suggests that the teachers do indeed use classroom performance as a
criterion in raking their ratings much more than any knowledge of a
recorded I.Q. score. This is supported by the regression analyses.

In conclusion, the data suggest that teachers' ratings of academic
perf_rmance are an important and dependable adjunct to the use of standard-

ized achievement tests.
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STUDY OF ACHIEVEMENT

STAGE V

ADMINISTRATION BOCOKLET

TEACHERS' PATING QUESTICNNAIRE

(GRADE 3)

INSTRUCTIONS

1. Please read each questiorn carefully.

2. Decide from your own knowledge the ratings for each child.
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ADJUSTMENT TO SCHOOL PROGRAMME

1. Discipline
Displays behaviour that you, the teacher, co. ider appropriate for your
classroom.

Rate O: Constant discipline problem; behaviour always inappiopriate.

2: Frequent discipline problem; behaviour often inapnropriate.

4t Occasional discipline problem; exercises some self control.

6: Very seldom causes discipline prublems, exercises self control
most of the time.

8: Never causes discipline problems, behaviour always appropriate.

2. Acceptance of Routines
Accepts responsibility in connection with classroom work, seatwork, rcutin~
rules and directions.

Rate O: Never accepts responsibility; needs constant nelp and attention
from ceacher.

2: Seldom accepts responsibility; has to be coaxed, inccnsistent
in his response to routines.

4: Frequently accepts responsibility; iries to look after his
tasks.

6: Reguwlarly accepts responsibility; looks after his tasks almost
always.

8: Consistently accepts responsibiiity; looks after his tasks
successfully all the time.
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3., Acceptance of Goals

Shows desire to make positive contributions towards classroon activities, i.e.,
answers questions readily, moves in gym willingly, sings in nusic perilods,
talks during discussions.
Rate 0: Shows no interest in the activities, makes no contribution.
2: Shows 1limited interest in a few activities.

4: Responsive towards numerous activilies, able to contribute
sometimes.

6: Shows interest in a great number of activitles, contributes
often.

8: Is interested in all activities and contributes whenever
possible.

4. Ability to Get Along

Interacts with most of his classmates in a satisfactory manner.

Rate 0: Unable to get along in classroom, (or in schoolyard), always
quarrelsome in socisl contacts.

2: Freouently quarrelsome, or limits social contacts to one or
two chosen friends.

4: Gets along with most pupils, and regularly participates in
group activities.

6: Often shows leadership ability in group activities, and is
popular with most classmates.

8: Consictently shows leadership ability in soctal contacts, and
is trusted by other children.
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WORK_PERFORMANCE

5. Attention and Work Completion

Has good attention span, is abtle to attend to teacher and assignments without

constant encouragenent.

Rate 0: Extremely short attention span, easily distractad, seldom if
ever, finished assignments.

2; Short attention span, easily distracted, gets work done
occasionally.

4: Able to listen for the duration of the lesson, usually gets
his work done.

6: Above average attention span, gets his work done regularly.

8: Superior attention span, will work at any task as long as
necessary, iill it is completed.

6. Reading

Reads with comprchension and fluency, conveys meaning to listene:rs.

Rate 0: Reads with 1ittle or no comprehension, mostly word by word,
without much meaning.

2: Reads with word recognition and comprehension at tottom level
of class.

4: Reads with cumprehcnsion and fluency, conveys meaning at
middle level of class.

6: Reads with word recognition and comprehension at top level
of class.

8: Superior reader. able to comprehend rost material encountered,
e.g., magazines and bocks at higher grade levels.
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7. Language, Self Expression
Can tell or write "stories"; expresses self clearly.

Rate 0: -- QOccasionally attempts to tell or write a "story";
-- "Stories" consist of one or two sentences;

-- Sentences may be completely unrelated.

2: -~ Frequently attempts to tell, or write, a "story";

-= "Stories" have many irrelevant ideas.

f,: -- Regularly attempts to tell or write a "story";

-~ Few, if any, irrelevant ideas.

6: -~ Consistently attempts to tell or write "stories";
-~ Few, if any, irrelevant ideas;

-- Occasional use of complex sentences.

8: -~ Tells or writes coherent "stories";

— No irrelevant ideas, use of complex and compound sentences;

-~ Unusually good commana of language.

8. Accuracy and Quality of Work
Can usually do work correctly. T

Rate 0: Consistently makes errors in copying and seldom, if ever,
does assignments the right way.

2: Inconsistent both in accuracy of copying, and in doing assign-
ments. .

4: Does work the right way, Lut needs supervision.
6: Does work the right way and seldom makes errors.

8: Wo.k always accurate with quality beyond requirements.
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9. Mathematical Ability

Shows understsnding of mathamatical concepts and opsratlons, can colve

p: otlems.
Rate O:
23
43
6:
8:

Very limited ability to understand mathematical concepts and
oparations, cannot solve problems,

Mathematical understanding end problem solving ability is
at lower level of class,

Usually eble to understand mathematical concepts and operations
when presented by teacher.

Mathematical understanding and problem solving abllity is at
upper level of class.

Superior mathematical ability, - immediately understands
mathematical ideas presented by teacher.
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CREATIVE THINKING

FCR YOUR GUIDANCE - the following meanings are int.nded when these words sre used.

Intuition: ~- Immediate insight;
-- Immediate apprehension by the mind without reasoning.

Divergent: -~ Capable of going in different directiocns;
-- Differ from the usual.

Inventiveness: -~ Ability to devise, to originate.

Imagination: -- Mental faculty of forming images of external objects not
present to the senses.

10. Imagination and Xaventiveness

Regardless of academic achievement, he may e considered imaginative and

inventive,
Rate 0: Never shows imagination or inventiveness.
2: Rarely shows imagination or inventiveness.
4t Occssionally shows imagination or inventiveness.
6: Frequently shows inagination or inventiveness.
8

;» Regularly shows imagination or inventliveness.
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11. Use of out-of-school experiences in clasg

Draws on background experiences.

Rate O:

12, Creativity

Shiws an urge

Rate O:

Shows n¢ background experiences, reports no information
pertaining to the world about him.

Shows a few background experiences, reports some information
pertaining to the world about him.

Reasonably well informed.

As a result of his background experiences, he is often able
to contribute new information.

As a result of his background experlences, regularly dispiays
a wealth of knowledze. High degree of sensitivity
to the world around him.

to explcre and create; is intuitive.

Always placid, never shows signs of curlosity, no capacity to
be "disturbed."

Rarely shows curiosity or the desire to explore.

Cccasionally displays signs of divergent thinking.

Frequently displays signs of divergent thinking, has a great
urge to explore.

Regularly displays signs of divergent thinking, possesses the
rare gift of immediate insight.
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SCHOOL ABILITY

13. To provide your estimate of this child's ability, try to predict how far
you think he will go (ignore financiul ability of parents).
Rate O0: Will have difficulty completing grade eight.
2: Will not complete high school.
4: Will complete high school.
6: Will go to university.

8: Will go beyond a B.A.

48




- 45 -

STUDY OF ACHIEVEMENT

STAGE VIII

ADMINISTRATION BOOKLET
TEACHERS' RATING QUESTIONNAIRE

(Grade 6)
May, 1968

Instrictions

1. Please read each question carefully.

2. Decide from your own knowledge the ratings
for each pupil.

3. Use the special pencil to mark the rating
on the pupil's I.B.M. card, (Please check
that the column used matches the item being
marked,) One mark and one mark only per
column. As there are only twelve questions,
you only have to mark the first four columns.
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1. Discipline

ADJUSTMENT

Displays behaviour that you, the teacher, consider

appropriate, for your classroom.

Rate 0 -

Rate 2

Rate 4 -

Rate 6

Rate 8

2. Ability to Get

Conctant discipline problem; behaviour
always inappropriate.

Frequent discipline problem; behaviour
often inappropriate.

Occasional discipline problem; exercires
some self control.

Very seldom causes discipline problems;
exercises self control most of the time.

Never causes discipline problems;
behaviour always appropriate.

Along

Interacts with
manner.

Rate O =
Rate 2 -
Rate 4 -

Rate 6 -
Rate 8 ~
O
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rnost of bis classmates in a satisfactory

Never able to get along in classroom
{or in schoolyard).

Frequently quarrelsome, or limits social
contacte to one or two chosen friends.

Gets along with most pupils, and regularly
participates in group activities.,

Often shows leadership ability in group
activities, and is popular with rost
classmates.

Consis*ently shows leadership ability in
social contacts, and is trusted by other
children.
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3. Acceptance of Goals

Contributes to classroom activities, i.e., answers questions
readily, talks during discussion, makes active contribution
to class projects,
Rate 0 - Shows no interest; makes no contribution.
Rate 2 - Shows limited interest in a few activities.

Rate 4 - General interest in classroom activities;
contributes occasionally.

Rate 6 - Wide variety of interests; contributes
regularly.

Rate 8 - Participates actively and enthusiastically

in all activities; contributes more than
do most other pupils,

4. General Adjusiment Evaluation

Considering all aspects of the child's adjustment to the
classroom environment, evaluate his position.

Rate 0 - Quite out-of-place.

Rate 2 - Seems uncomfortable.
Rate 4 - Adequately adjusted.

Rate 6 - Makes consistent, conscientious efforts
to improve himself in relation to his
scheol world.

Rate 8 - Makes an effort to positively influerce
his classroom world.
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5. Reading

Reads with
listeners,

Rate
Rate
Rate
Rate

Rate
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PERFORMANCE

comprehension and fluency; conveys meaning to

Reads with little or no cemprehension,
mostly word by word, without much meaning.

Reads with word recognition and comvrehen-
sion at bottom level of class.

Reads with comprehens’on and fluency;
conveys meaning at middle level of class.

Reads with word recognition and compre-
hension at top level of class,

Superior reader, able to comprehend most
material encountered, e.g., magazines and
books at higher grade levels.

6. Mathematical Ability

Shows understanding of mathematical concepts and operations;

can golve problems.

Rate

Rate

Rate

Rate

Rate

0 -

2 -

Very limited ability to understand methematical
concepts and operations; cannot solve problers.

Mathematical understanding and problem
solving ability is at lower level of class.

Usually able to understand mathematical con-
cepts and operations when presented by teacher.

Mathematical understanding and problem solving
ability is at upper level of class.

Superior mathematical ability; irmediately
understands ma*hematical ideas presented tyw
teacher.
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Extent of vocabulary; correct grammatical usage of English;

ability tu express self clearly. (Both oral and written.)

Rste O

Rate 2

Rate 4

Rate 6

Rate 8

Generally very poor cormand of the
language, frequently misunderstocod,
or cannot express self due to
inadequate language.

Language poorj on occasion is mis-
understood.

Command of language adequatej child
still makes some grammatical errors.

Good command of language; no gramratical
mistakes.,

Extremely articulate for child this age;
superior vocabulary, clear expression of
idess.

8. Use of Out-of-School Fxperiences in Class

Draws on background experiences, reading.

Rate O

Rate 2

Rate 4

flate 6

Rate 8

Shows no background experiences; reports no
information pertaining to the world zbout him.

Shows a few background experiences;
reports scme information.

Reasonably well informed.

As a result of his background experierces,
he is often able to contribute new
information.

As a result of his background experiences,

regularly displays a wealth of knowledge.
High degree of sensitivity to the world

around him.
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9. General Performancs Level

The quality of work; diligence in performing it.

Rate 0 - Makes many errors; doesn't concentrate;
seems uninterested in improvement.

Rate 2 - Makes an effort to concentrate, still
has difficulty with work; quite a few
errors.

Rate 4 - Listensj performs as reduired; relatively
neat.

Rate 6 - Somewhat above average; diligent; few
errors.

Rate 8 - Far above averagej diligent; produces
extremely accurate work.

o4
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CREATIVE THINKING

For Your Guidance -- the following meanings are intended
when these words are used:

Intuition - immediate insight;
- immediate apprehension by the mind
without reasoning.

Divergent - capable of going in different
directions;
- differ from the usual.

Inventiveness - ability to devise, or originate.
Imagination - mental faculty of forming images

of external objects not present
to the senses.

70. Imagination and Inventiveness

Regardless of academic achievement, he may be considered
imeginative and inventive.

Rate 0 - Never shows imagination or inventive-
Nness.

Rate 2 - Rarely shows imagination or inventive-
ness.

Rate 4 - Occasionally shows imagination or
inventiveness.

Rate 6 - Fraquently shows imagination or
inventiveness.

Pate 8 - Rogularly shows imagination or inventive-
ness.,

191
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11, Creativity
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Shows an urge to explore and create; 1s intuitlve.

te 0 -

Rate 2 -

Rate 4 -

Rate 6 -

Rate 8 -

Always placid, never shows signs of
curiosity; no capacity to be "disturbed!

Rarely shows curlosity or the desire to
explore.

OCccasionally displays signs of divergent
thinking.

Frequently displays signs of divergent
thinking; has a great urge to explore.

Regularly displays signs of divergent
thinking; posswsses the rare gift of
immediate insight.
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ABILITY

12. School Ability

To provide your estimate of this child's ability, try
to predict how far you think he will go (ignore financial
ability of parents).

Rate 0 - Will have difficulty completing
Grade Eight.

Rate 2 - Will not complete high school.
Rate 4 - Will complete high school,
Rete 6 - Will go to university.

Rate 8 - Will go beyond a B,A.

O
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4 Brief Chronclogy of the
Development of the Teacher Rating Questignnaires

When the Study of Achievement was initiated, it was believed
that the teachsr's assessment of her pupils was one important indication
of achievement that must be included. In consultation with th2 Kinder-
garten Department, five areas of importance in terms of the kindergarten
programme were identified: language, mental, social, emotional and
physical development. Mrs, Helen Gaston? vho was then a kindergarten
teacher, made a major contribution in the development of the firsi
form of the rating scale (Stage Il), She designated 4G behaviourally
defined situations for which the teacher was to provide a rating of each
pupil. Pilot work showed that the teachers preferred a five point rating
scale as follows: O, 2, 4, 6, €, On the basis of her experience, Mrs.
Gaston developed descriptive statements that defined (a) typical or
average behaviours, to be rated as 4, (b) extreme behaviours to be rated
as O or 8 depending upon the direction of the behaviour displayed, and
(e¢) two intermediate categories to be rated as 2 or 6.

The next year, it was apparent that the rating scale for grade
one (Stage III) required modifications because some behaviours considered
to be typical in grade one differed from those considered to be typical
in kindergarten, The number of itlems included in this scale was clightly
reduced (i,e, 33 items as compared to 40 items) and a more elaborate
behavioural description provided for each item, Miss Elinor Gullette, a

consultsnt, did the work on Stage III.

In this same year, tha Kindergarten Questionnaire was revised by
¥rs. Gaston so that the instructions were clearer. It was made available to

kindergarten teachers as a device to te used at the end of the year to assess

8 ¥r3, Gsaton is currently Kindergarten Supervisor for the Foard of Fdueatlon
for the Porough of Etobicoke.
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the a:hievement of their students. In this revised form it vas called
the "June Questionnaire" and contained 39 items. An additional modifica-
tion was made by Mrs. Gaston so that a similar form deaiing with tr»
same topics eould be used by teachers early in the school year to -nsider
school progress; this is referred to as the "Fall Questionnaire,™ (24
items). Both questionnaires are available to kindergarten teachers from
the Kindergarten Department.

In grade two (Stage IV) a further modification, carried out by
a consuditan®, Miss Florence Roliff, reduced tre rating scale to 27 items.
Although there was some variation in content, a serious attempt was made to
define similar behavioural situations for all three grades. lach year,
comments by teachers provided assistance in making modifications and in
directing the Department to attempt a shorter, more streamlined question-
naire.

For grade three (Stage V) Mrs. Szabo, a vice-prinecipal at that
time, now a principal, assisted in the Questionnaire modifications. As
a resuli ol previous experience, discussions, and primarily her suggestions,
modifications were undertaken which resuited in the abbreviated form
analyzed in this report. This questionnaire now had 13 items which provided
ratings in the areas »f Adjustment to School Prograrme, Work Ferformanuce,
Creativity and-PrPdiction of Schoel Success. o further majer revisions
were made to this quesuionnaire although some of the items were rmedifi~d
and one item from the section on creativity was dropped in grade four
(Stage VI)., 1In grade six (Stage VIII), the questionnaire was identical
to the one used in grade four. In this form, the questionnaire seeread 50
successful that it was wuzed as one of the instrurents in the Study of liew
Cunndians., For this purpose it was concidered neceveary to drop the tuwo

items on creatavity s well as the item on mathematics since in some
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instances the ratings were being completed by teachers who did not have
the opportunity to assess the behaviours mentioned in these three items.

The most noteworthy difference between the form used from
grade three onwards, and the form used from kindergarten to grade two
ig that in the 1ating scales for the early grades the teachers were
asked to rate each child in specific situations, e.g., can follow some
directions in games, shows evidence of eye-hand coordination when buiilding
with blocks, has ability to control temper. In each éf these situations,
specific behavioural examples were provided for each rating level. In
the later grades, the situations rated were much more general in nature,
e.g., can accept responsibility in the class, gets along with most of
his classmates, can read fluently etc. The typical behaviour for the
grade was used as the referent for each of these situations,

The Teacher Rating RQuestionnaire is now available to be usead
at any grade level from kindergarten to high school; simiiar means «nd
standard devia<ions have been found for these questioﬁnaires when used

at different grade levels.
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